REMARKS/ARGUMENT 

1) Claims I, 4-5 and 10-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Cannon el a!. (U.S. Patent No.: 6,650.8?!, herein after, "Cannon"). 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection as set forth: 

independent Claim 1, as amended, requires and positively recites, a piconet , 
comprising: "first and second communication devices", "the first communication device 
communicating with the second communication device using a Bluetooth mode of 
transmission and a second modejafjranjsmjssion". 

In contrast. Cannon clearly shows in Figs 1-3 a system having a first piconet 150 
and a second piconet 160, in which communications between base unit 100a and 
Bluetooth enabled devices 1 10, 1 12, and 1 14 is enabled solely through Bluetooth enabled 
protocols (coL 3, lines 39-5 1 ). Accordingly, within piconet 150 (and within piconet 1 60 
for that matter), there is only one communication technique between the Bluetooth 
enabled devices 1 10. 1 12 and 1 14 and base unit 1 00a. As such. Cannon tails to teach or 
suggest, a pkopet comprising; "first and second communication devices (e.g., within 
piconet 1 50T', "the first communication device communicating with the second 
communication device using a Bluetooth mode of transmission and a second mode 
of transmission', as required by Claim 1 . 

In light, of the above, it should be clear that that each and every element of Claim 1 
is NO T found expressly, or inherently, in the Cannon reference, as is required by law. See, 

.uhxii! ;,V > * * >»<> oil u , ,s (jth/rtpuK 2 USPQ2d 1 05 1 , 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). See 
&h<\ R.,»i;n;^r> S»;uk<_ Upk»- isl - u USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed, Cir. 1989 f. 
Accordingly, the 35 U.S.C. 102(e) rejection of Claim 1 is overcome. 
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Claim 4 further defines the piconei as defined in claim 1 , wherein the i'irsi 
communication device is a master unit. Claim 4 depends from Claim ! and is therefore 
allowable for the same reasons set forth above for the allowance of Claim I. 

independent Claim 5 requires and positively recites, a scatternet, comprising: 
first piconet having a first communication device operating therein", "a second piconet 
having a second communication device operating therein" and "a third communication 
device, enabled to communicate in the first piconet and the second piconet, 
communicating to the first communication device using a Bluetooth mode, and 
communicating to the second communication device using a second mode of 
transmission". 

in contrast. Cannon clearly shows in Figs 1-3 a system in which base unit 100a is 
enabled to communicate within piconei 150 via Bluetooth protocols and base unit 1 00b is 
enabled to communicate within piconei 160 via Bluetooth protocols,, base unit 1 00a does 
not communicate within piconet 1 60 and base unit 100b does not communicate within 
piconet 1 50. As such, Cannon fails to teach or suggest, "a third communication device, 
enabled to communicate in the first piconei and the second piconet, communicating 
to the lirsi communication device using a Bluetooth mode, and communicating to the 
second communication device using a second mode of transmission'*, as required by 
Claim S. 

!u light of the above, it should be clear that that each and every element of Claim 5 
is NOT found expressly, or inherently, in the Cannon reference, as is required by law, See, 
Verdemil Bros, v. Union Oil Co. of California . 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed Cir. 1987). See 
a.so £ , « t v > m h-jx \fot<» i * , * l)SPQ2.d 1913. 1920 (Fed. Cir. !%<)f . 
Accordingly, the 35 U.S.C, 102(e) rejection of Claim 5 is overcome. 
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Independent Claim 10 requires and positively recites, a method for 
communicating between a first communication device, enabled to communicate in a 
first piconet and a second piconet, and a plurality of other communication devices 
using multiple modes including a Bluetooth mode of operation, comprising the steps of: 
"'{a.; placing the first communication in the Bluetooth mode in order to communicate 
with a communication device from amongst the plurality of communication devices in 
die first piconet'" and (b) placing the first communication device in a second mode in 
order to communicate with a communication device from amongst the plurality of 
communication devices in the second piconet' ". 

In contrast, Cannon clearly shows in Figs 1-3 a system in which base unit 1 00a is 
enabled to communicate within piconet 150 via Bluetooth protocols and base unit 100b is 
enabled to communicate within, piconet 160 via Bluetooth protocols, base unit 1 00a does 
not communicate within piconet 160 and base unit 100b does not communicate within 
piconet 1 50, As such. Cannon fails to teach or suggest, "a method for communicating 
between a first communication device, enabled to communicate in a first piconet. and a 
second piconet and a plurality of other communication devices using multiple modes 
including a Bluetooth mode of operation, comprising the steps of: ; 'i a) placing the first 
communication in the Bluetooth mode in order to communicate with a communication 
device from amongst the plurality of communication devices in the first piconet" and v4 
ib) placing the first, communication device in a second mode in order to communicate 
with a communication device from amongst the plurality of communication devices in 
the second piconet", as required by Claim. 10. 

in light of the above, it should be clear that that each and every element of Claim 
1 0 is NOT found expressly, or inherently, in the Cannon reference, as is required by law. 
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Claims 11, 12 and 13 stand allowable as depending directly irom allowable Claim 
10 and by including further limitations not taught or suggested by the reference of record. 

Claim 1 1 further defines a method as defined in claim 10, wherein the first 
communication device in step (b) uses a "within mode synchronous'* technique while in 
the second mode whereby the packets used to communicate with the communication 
device irom amongst, the plurality are only synchronous while the first communication 
device is in the second mode. Claim 1 1 depends from Claim 10 and is therefore 
allowable for the same reasons set forth above for the allowance of Claim 10. 

Claim 1.2 further defines a method as defined in claim 1.0, wherein the first 
communication device uses packets to communicate with the communication devices in 
step (a) and (h) which are "across mode synchronous''. Claim 12 depends from Claim 10 
and is therefore allowable for the same reasons set forth above for the allowance of Claim 
10. 

Claim 13 further defines a method as defined, in claim 10, wherein the 
communication device that the first communication device communicates with in step fa) 
and (b) is the same communication device from amongst the plurality of communication 
devices. Claim 13 depends from Claim 10 and is therefore allowable for the same 
reasons set forth above for the allowance of Claim 10. 



2) Claim 2 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cannon el al. in view of Shoobridge el al (U.S. Patent No.; 6,650,871 , hereinafter, 
^Shoobridge". Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection as set forth below. 

Independent Claim \, from which Claim 2 depends, requires and positively 
recites, a piconet , comprising: '"first and second communication devices", "the first 
communication device communicating with the second communication device using 
a Bluetooth mode of transmission and a seco nd mode of transmission"'. 

Irs contrast. Cannon clearly shows in Figs 1-3 a system having a first pico.net ISO 
and a second piconet 1 60, in which communications between base unit 1 00a and 
Bluetooth enabled devices 1 10, i 12, and 1 34 is enabled solely through Bluetooth enabled 
protocols (col. 3, lines 39-51). Accordingly; within piconet. 150 (and within piconet 160 
for that matter), there is only one communication technique between the Bluetooth 
enabled devices .1 1 0, 1 .12 and 1 14 and base unit 100a. As such, Cannon tails to teach or 
suggest, a piconet , comprising; "first and second communication devices (e.g., within 
piconet 1 50)"\ "the first communication device communicating with the second 
communication device using a Bluetooth mode of transmission and.a.seejmdjnode. 
of transmission ", as required by Claim 1. 

Claim 2 further defines the piconet as defined in claim 1 , wherein the second 
mode of transmission is a higher speed mode than the Bluetooth mode. 

irregardiess of whether or not Shoobridge discloses a second mode of 
transmission at a higher speed than the Bluetooth mode, as argued by Examiner, 
Shoobridge fails to teach or suggest the above-identified deficiencies of the Cannon 
reference. Accordingly, any combination of Cannon and Shoobridge fails to teach or 
suggest, a piconet comprising: "first and second communication devices", "the first 
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Furthermore, "all words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability 
of that claim against the prior art." In re Wilson . 424 l\2d 1382, 1385, 165 USPQ 494, 
496 (CCPA 1970s. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. 
First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or 
in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the 
reference or to combine reference teachings. As discussed above, Examiner has failed to 
set forth any legitimate suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in 
the knowledge generally available to one or ordinary skill in that art, to combine and 
modify Cannon and Sboobridge, as suggested by Examiner. Second, there must be a 
reasonable expectation of success. Examiner has Failed to provide any evidence that 
combining Cannon with Sboobridge will result in an apparatus that would successfully 
implement all of the elements of Claim 2. Finally, the prior art reference for references 
when combined) must teach or suggest ALE the claim limitations (MPEP § 2143). 
Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to establish all three criteria. 
Accordingly, Claim 2 is patentable under 35 U.S.C. § i03i'a) over Cannon in view of 
Sboobridge. 

3) Claims 3 and 9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Cannon et al. In view of Day (Pub. No.; 2002/0120569), hereinafter. "Day". 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection as set forth below. 

kh <ereei\ 0 ami 1 H ns wfoeb Claim * depends icqt »<> ane pom r\ch 
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cos inn nit Hum d<\»ee communicating with the steond communication deute using 
a Biueroof j u dt ot trans, ms ion and a second mode ot transm ssion ' 
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In contrast, Cannon clearly shows in Figs 1-3 a system having a. first piconet 150 
and a second piconet 160, hi which, communications between base unit 100a and 
Bluetooth enabled devices 1 10, 112, and 1 14 is enabled solely through Bluetooth enabled 
protocols (col. 3. lines 39-51). Accordingly, within piconei 150 (and within piconet 160 
for ihat matter }. there is only one communication technique between the Bluetooth 
enabled devices 1 10, 112 and 1 14 and base unit 100a. As such, Cannon fails to teach, or 
suggest, a .|>konet comprising: "first and second communication devices (e.g., within 
piconei 150/\ "the first communication device communicating with the second 
communication device using a Bluetooth mode of transmission and a second mode 
<>1 tran^m^issjon'' as required by Claim 1. 

Claim 3 further defines the piconet as defined in claim 1, wherein the first 
communication device maintains synchronization between the Bluetooth mode and the 
second mode at the physical layer. 

Irregardless of whether or not Day discloses synchronization and exchanges the 
information at the same physical layer, as argued by Examiner, Day tails to teach or 
suggest the abovc-ide.ntiil.ed deficiencies of the Cannon reference. Accordingly, any 
combination of Cannon and Day fails to teach or suggest, a piconet , comprising: "first 
and second communication devices", "the first communication device communicating 
with the second communication device using a Bluetooth mode of transmission and 
a second mode of transmission"', as required by Claim I AND "wherein the first 
communication device maintains synchronization between the Bluetooth mode and the 
second mode at the physical layer", as further required by Claim 3. 
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second mode of transmission". 

In contrast. Cannon clearly shows in Figs 1-3 a system in which base unit 1 00a is 
enabled ic communicate within piconet 150 via Bluetooth protocols and base unit 100b is 
enabled 10 communicate within piconet 160 via Bluetooth protocols, base unit 100a does 
not communicate within piconei 1 60 and base unit 100b does not communicate within 
piconet 150. As such, Cannon fails to teach or suggest, "a third communication device, 
enabled to communicate in the first piconet and the second piconet. communicating 
to the firs; communication device using a Bluetooth mode, and communicating to the 
second communication device using a second mode of transmission*', as required by 
Claim 5, 

Claim 9 further defines the scatternel us defined in claim 5, wherein 
synchronization between the Bluetooth mode and the second mode is maintained in the 
third communication device at the physical layer of the Bluetooth mode and the second 
mode. 

Irregardiess of whether or not Day discloses synchronization and exchanges the 
information at the same physical layer, as argued by Examiner. Day talis to teach or 
suggest the above-identified deficiencies of the Cannon reference. Accordingly, any 
combination: of Cannon and Day tails to teach or suggest. "\\ third communication device. 
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enabled to communicate in the first pieonet and the second pieonet, communicating 
io the first communication device using a Bkictooth mode, and communicating to the 
second communication device using a second mode of transmission", as required by 
Claim 5 AND "wherein synchronization between the Bluetooth mode and the second 
mode is maintained in the third communication device at. the physical layer of the 
Bluetooth mode and the second mode", as further required by Claim 9. 

In proceedings before the Patent and Trademark Office, "the Examiner bears the 
burden of establishing a prima facie case of obviousness based upon the prior arf . in re 
Friicb, 23 USPQ2d 1780, 1783 (Fed. Cir. 1992) (citing In re Piasecki. 745 F.2d 1468. 
1471-72, 223 USPQ 785, 787-88 (Fed. Cir. 1984). "The Examiner can satisfy this 
burden only by showing some objective teaching in the prior art or that knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art would lead that individual to 
combine the relevant teachings of the references", hi..rej<jjjcb, 23 USPQ2d 1780, 
1783 (Fed. Cir. 1 992 K citing In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 1074, 5 USPQ2d 1596, 1598 
(Fed. Cir. 1988Xcitmg In re Lain , 747 F.2d 703, 705, 223 USPQ 1257, 1258 (Fed. Cir. 
1988)). 

Although couched in. terms of combining teachings found in the prior art, the same 
inquiry must be carried out in the context of a purported obvious "modification" of the prior 
art The mere fact that the prior art may be modified in the manner suggested by the 
Examiner dues not make the modification obvious unless the prior art suggested the 
desirability of the modification. In re Gordon, 733 F.2d at 902, 221 USPQ at 1. 1.27. 
Moreover, .it is impermissible to use the claimed invention as an instruction manual or 
"template" to piece together the teachings of the prior art so that the claimed 
invention is rendered obvious. In re Gorman, 933 F.2d 982, 987, 18 USPQ2d 1885, 1888 
(Fed.Cir.199i). See also Intercon nect Planning Corp. v. FeiL 774 F.2d 1132, 1138, 227 
USPQ 543, 547 (Fed. Cir. 1985). 
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Furthermore, "all words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability 
of thai claim against the prior art." M.re.Mkon, A2A V .2d 1382, 1 385. 165 USPQ 494. 
496 (CCFA 1970). 

To establish a. prima facte case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. 
First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or 
in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the 
reference or lo combine reference teachings. As discussed above. Examiner has failed to 
set forth any legitimate suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in 
the knowledge generally available to one or ordinary skill in that art. to combine and 
modify Cannon and Day. as suggested by Examiner. Second, there must be a reasonable 
expectation of success. Examiner has failed to provide any evidence thai combining 
Cannon with Day will result, in an apparatus that would successfully implement all of the 
elements of Claim 3 and 9. f inally, the prior art reference (or references when 
combined) must leach or suggest ALL the claim limitations (MPLP § 2143). Applicants 
respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to establish ail three criteria. 
Accordingly, Claims 3 and 9 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Cannon in view 
of Day. 



4) Claims 6-8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C, 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Cannon et a!, in view of Johansson (U.S. Patent No.: 6,975,613). hereinafter, "Johansson". 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection as set forth below. 

Independent Claim X upon which: Claims 6-8 depend, requires and positively 
recites, a seatiemet. comprising: **a first pieo.net having a first communication device 
operating, therein"', "'a second piconet having a second communication device operating 
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therein" and "a third communication device, enabled to communicate in the first 
piconet and the second piconet, communicating to the first communication device using 
a Bluetooth mode, and communicating to the second communication device using a 
second mode of transmission". 

in contrast, Cannon clearly shows in Figs 1-3 a system in which base unit 1 00a is 
enabled to communicate within piconet 150 via Bluetooth protocols and base unit 100b is 
enabled to communicate within piconet .160 via Bluetooth protocols, base unit 1 00a does 
not communicate within piconet 160 and base unit 100b does not communicate within 
piconet 150. As such.. Cannon fails to teach or suggest, "a third communication device, 
enabled to communicate in the .first piconet and the second piconet, communicating 
to the first communication device using a Bluetooth mode, and eommimicaiing to the 
second communication device using a second mode of transmission", as required by 
Claim 5. 

Claim o iurihcr defines die seauernet as defined in claim 5. wherein the third 
wmmimieation dc\ no e^m prises a slave unit 

Claun 7 furthet defines the scuHerud as defined in claim i\ wheiem ti c slrst and 
second eommun union de\ ices vurnprissc-s master unit* 

CLum x moher do urns the scattcinct as defined in claim \ wherein die third 
v.i:mmnuic irion do\ <ee comprise?, u device which act? as a master ami when 
vommumeaiuse wiih the fsrsi communication device and acts as a sla\ e umt ^ rum 
coniminiieaiuje wkh tlu second communication dev'ee. 



lrrev;< \iless of \\ hether or not Johansson discloses a sia\ e unit. ar^.u J b\ 
Fvumaes ioh<nvs s -n faJs to reach v>t vaguest the above- identified dcfiCsenues >n the 
( ^nnoo "-Ueresve 'Xce^iliuyiv. aov eonihinatio i oX anron and Pa> vah t^- -e«u.h ot 
surest, "'a Mr: J co'rm lencanou des ice, enabled to communicate m the tlrst ptconet 
and the second pseone^ eonmumcatmg to the iirst communication -ju ihe fnv; pieonet} 
dc\ i .e osm-a" .1 Blueuvdi mode and communicating to ihe second comm imt\ oon de\ tee 

Mu* scc> N< v. pieonoO ib n«; a see- Mid mode of tranMrnssio'f. as ru qui red bv Olaim 5 
A\P "UK ».eUeu!e: a- defined na chum "\ \%herem ihe durd lomnuiniearion .iexicc 
computes a s ave iaut" at- u-quued i> Claim t\ < )R 'Mr* sedtu.nKt as d*. fined n claim <\ 
vhe^t:j tht tVsi aisa second communication devices- eompiises masu,* iitins \ as leqimed 
r-\ C lanr « M< ^vluieir Mk- tford communication device comprises a de> ic\, ^Lieh act<- 
as 1 master uu-t when co'iiirnmcau%' vtith the first eonimunicatio 1 ce\ >ee and aet-s as a 
.afcve anr wiies e-^nurntikalmi? v^th tho second communication device", as required :^ 
Claim 8. 

m p"s\eoe.im:> oU\>-t, the Patent and 1 radema^k Office, "ilk fvamret txa-s :1k 
binder efcMah is time a prima tac»c ease o r obvjoaM ess Dased apon the pr os an" //. a 
F*:tc : k : x rSi\^o 1780, P8* (fed. P.r !«>0?) filing ft? >e !\<^i< -o « "V 4»8, 
i-*"!-,":, :2e ! >P0 (Fed, On. 1984). "fhe b\<unmci c<m <«ats:\ this 

burden onh h\ >>h»m my some objective leaching in the prior art or thai know ledge 
gcneralh available to one of ordinary *>kill in the art would lead that individual to 
combine the relevant teaching* of the references" In >e F"ticfK i :vH/_!u P80 
178^ -J-cd l^: N .iCH-^ h, .e bine, K2d 10?K \0'\. I Sl\Vd 1598 
-JVo 'v88Hs't--n ; a (" k >' itin. ~"4~ V 2d '01, "\LS, 22"^ I SPQ ITS"'. 1 d ed (V 
1988)). 

Although couched in terms of combining teachings found in the prior art, the same 
inquiry must be carried out in the context of a purported obvious "modification" of the prior 
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art. The mere fact *haf the prior art may be modified in the manner suggested by the 
Examiner does m>i make the modification obvious unless the prior art suggested the 
desirability of the modification. JnjeSiordon-- 733 F.2d at 902. 221 USPQ at 1127, 
Moreover, it ss impermissible to use the claimed invention a.s an instruction manual or 
"template" to piece together the teachings of the prior art so that the claimed 
invention is rendered obvious. In re Gorman. 933 F.2d 982, 987, 18 l)SPQ2d 1885, 1888 
(Fed.Cir.1991). See also /«&?rcv^ 774 F,2d 1.1.32, 1138, 227 

USPQ543, 547 (Fed.Cir. 1985 i. 

Furthermore, "all words in a claim must be considered in judging the patentability 
of dial claim against the prior an." tuiMikon^ 424 F.2d 1382. 1385, 165 USPQ 494. 
496 (CCPA 1970). 

To establish & prima jade case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. 
First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or 
in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the 
reference or to combine reference teachings. As discussed above. Examiner has failed to 
set forth any legitimate suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in 
the knowledge generally available to one or ordinary skill in that art, to combine and 
modify Cannon and Johansson, as suggested by Examiner. Second, there must be a 
reasonable expectation of success. Examiner has failed to provide any evidence that 
combining Cannon with Johansson will result in an apparatus thai would successfully 
implement all of the elements of Claims 6, 7 and 8. Finally, the prior art reference (or 
references when combined) must teach or suggest ALL the claim limitations (MPEP § 
2143). Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to establish all three 
criteria. Accordingly, Claims 6, 7 and 8 are patentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over 
Cannon .in view of Johansson. 
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Respectfully submitted., 



W, James Brady HI /' 
Reg, No, 32,080 
Attorney for Applicants 
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Dallas, Texas 75265 
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